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Abstract 


This study examined the students’ perception on the collaborative-constructivist learning experience 
in the online education of the Laguna State Polytechnic University (LSPU) during the ‘new normal’ 
learning modality due to COVID-19 pandemic. The study utilized the descriptive-survey research 
using the Online Learning Environment Survey (OLLES) questionnaire comprising the seven (7) 
components namely: student collaboration, computer competence, active learning, teacher support, 
information design and appeal, material environment, and reflective thinking and the Community of 
Inquiry (COD survey on the online learning experiences on social, teaching, and cognitive presence. 
The data were gathered from the 106 fourth year students of the College of Teacher Education (CTE) 
through Google Form. The findings proved that the respondents have a favorable perception on their 
online learning environment in terms of collaboration, computer competence, active learning, teacher 
support, information design and appeal, material environment, and reflective thinking. The outcomes 
exhibited a positive perception of learners towards social presence, teaching presence, and cognitive 
presence in their learning experiences. The findings of the current investigation also pointed that there 
is a significant relationship between learners’ online learning environment and their learning 
experiences in the new normal education. Through this, educators will be able to deliver a 
collaborative-constructivist learning experience among learners. 
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1. Introduction 


The CoViD-19 pandemic reconstructed education across the world. Educators are 
compelled to modify their teaching instruction from face-to-face education to online distance 
learning. However, not all educational institutions are proficient in conducting online 
learning well (Louis-Jean, & Cenat, 2020). Accordingly, it has brought unprecedented 
challenges to schools and learners in the Philippines. As no one can predict when the 
pandemic will end, infections still escalate even though countries around the world are 
implementing plans and procedures to contain the virus. In the educational milieu, Tria 
(2020) suggests that this new normal be taken into account in the planning and 
implementation of the “new normal educational policy” to support and maintain quality 


education amidst community quarantine. 


The issues, problems, and trends that are emerging in the present and will emerge in 
the future should be addressed using the lens of the new educational norm. Opportunities and 
challenges should be understood and approached as a crucial matter. It is challenging to a 
great extent, to impart and administer quality education amidst exceptional times. It is also a 
challenge to be equipped when another predicament happens in the future (Tria, 2020). Thus, 
the Commission on Higher Education (CHED) advised public and private higher education 
institutions (HEIs) to employ available e-learning, distance learning, and other alternative 
modes of delivery (CHED, 2020). Online teaching and learning materials are encouraged to 
be utilized including but not limited to Google Classroom, Zoom, YouTube, Ted Talk, E- 


mail, and social media. 


At the height of the pandemic, some educational institutions were equipped to 
immediately shift to online distance learning. Hence, these academies were less disturbed by 
the pandemic. On the other hand, other educational institutions were caught unprepared due 
to lack of essential e-learning facilities. As the situation forced every learning institution to 
online learning, institutions also advanced the competencies to meet the demands both on the 
facilities and teaching and learning. While success of online learning depends on effective 
preparation and appropriate resources, educational technologies and digital equipment update 


is a must (Louis-Jean & Cenat, 2020). With the pressures of online learning, educational 
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levels and curricula areas employ networked computers, software applications, and computer 
simulations in learning activities. For example, web-based and online software applications 
such as browsers, search engines, communication tools, and databases are popularized as 
teachers utilize them for education (Clayton, 2007). Described as borderless teaching and 
learning process, online education needs to be just as efficient as face-to-face education. For 
this, Callo and Yazon (2020) propose that it gives more weight the learning experience, 


content quality, and learner engagement. 


Diverse e-learning resources with numerous asynchronous and synchronous 
communication devices provide a meaningful, more interactive online learning environment 
enabling varieties of learning styles to be better supported (Bates, 2000; Haynes, 2002; 
Ladyshewsky, 2004b; Mann, 2000). The transition from a conventional face-to-face learning 
environment to an online learning environment devised, executed, analyzed, and improved 
new ways of teaching and learning. There has been a paradigm shift in the learning 
environment for both educators and learners. (Chang & Fisher, 2001; Further Education 
Resources for Learning, 2007; Kent, O'Neil, & Page, 2006; National Science Board, 2006). 
However, there is a possibility that students who do well in face-to-face classes will not 
succeed in online classes (Wood, 2005). It is well-experimented that an online learning 
environment can significantly affect the learning experiences of learners based on their 


attitudes and opinions (Clayton, 2007). 


The LSPU adopted online learning or flexible learning for the safety of the educators 
and learners during the COVID-19 pandemic. It made the teaching-learning process feasible 
even there are no face-to-face interactions. This model allowed the teaching instruction be 
delivered using synchronous and asynchronous classes. In lieu of the transitions and 
challenges brought about by the pandemic, the University also provided extended assistance 
and further means of support to better serve its faculty and students. As such, this study 
aimed to assess the learning experiences of the students in the crisis-driven online learning 
environment. Specifically, it evaluated the student collaboration, computer competence, 
active learning, teacher support, information design and appeal, material environment, and 
reflective thinking. It also surveyed the online learning experiences on social, teaching, and 


cognitive presence. 
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2. Literature review 


2.1. Active Online Learning Environment 


Online learning is simply learning that occurs over the internet. To Radford (1997), it pertains 
to materials obtainable through a computer using networks. An online learning environment is 
described by Chang and Fisher (1999) as a platform consisting of digitally created content resources 
and communication mechanisms to enable interplay. It is a formal instructional method in which the 
student and the teacher are not together and the internet is adopted to accommodate a connecting link 
among them (McKnight & Edwards, 2007). In this environment, there is interaction of the students 
with the content, others learners, and their teacher with the use of the internet (Siragusa, 2005) as 
such there are internet-enabled instructional tools and web-based technologies to facilitate education 
(Dabbagh & Bannan-Ritland, 2005). It may also be called e-learning, e-training, or web-based 
instruction. Clearly, there are different manners educationalists, at every level, use the web in 


delivering education (Clayton, 2007). 


In designing an active online learning environment, there are many procedures, 
frameworks, and theories to consider. These serve as blueprints for educators in 
investigating, devising, executing, assessing, and enhancing instructional processes. The 
focus of these models may include but is not limited to student engagement, persistence, and 
performance. In creating an online learning environment favorable to a significant level of 
engagement, educators should utilize an instructional design framework and a set of 
strategies that highlight cooperation, collaboration, facilitation, and feedback strategies in 
online learning contexts (Czerkawski & Lyman, 2016). Educators must rethink their 
purposes, how they will assist students, and the role of students being self-directed learners, 
engaged citizens, and independent social agents (Rapanta et al., 2021). The crisis-driven 
transition of the learning environment can be more effective, active, resilient, and significant 


through a harmonious synthesis of material and digital devices and designs. 


In designing effective online learning environment, educators look into social, 


cognitive and teaching presence. 


Social Presence. Social presence is essential in supporting an extensive, welcoming, 
and active learning environment (Cooper et al., 2020). Fostering social presence by 


promoting intercommunication between learners and between learners and the teacher will 
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make the delivery of curricula in higher education effective. An online learning environment 
where learners can convey their feelings and communicate openly will make learners feel 
secure. To promote active online learning in terms of social presence, students should be 
allowed to post video replies or work on online applications like screen casting (Dunlap & 


Lowenthal, 2018; Seckman, 2018). 


Cognitive Presence. Cognitive presence assists learners in exercising critical thinking 
and intuition (Cooper et al., 2020). Given proper importance, cognitive presence can make 
students collaborate and engage in an essential conversation that offers higher-order learning. 
Eminent to cognitive presence was the necessity to devise curricula that include diverse 
student groups with different learning styles, adjustability, and cultural backgrounds. To 
support active online learning in terms of cognitive presence, learners can make and post 


materials, quest out and post sources (Dunlap & Lowenthal, 2018). 


Teaching Presence. The key to a successful teaching and learning process is greatly 
dependent on the teacher. In an online learning environment, there are numerous issues that 
teachers need to attend to. In terms of facilitation of discussion, teachers should guarantee 
that the students know other people's views who have a different cultural background. All 
students should be allowed to contribute to the learning process. It is the role of the teacher to 
shape an online learning environment that is safe and protected. Thus, in setting the mood, 
teachers need to evaluate the reality of the complicated and stressful environments students 
will encounter in the workplace with the secured and protected learning environment (Cooper 
et al., 2020). To encourage active online learning in terms of teaching presence, the teacher 
should create instances in which the students will be solving their problems (Dunlap & 


Lowenthal, 2018). 
2.2. Theoretical Framework 


This study used Garrison's Col (Community of Inquiry) model as its theoretical 
foundation. The Col framework for e-learning environments created by Garrison, Anderson 
& Archer (2000) presents a collaborative-constructivist position in analyzing the properties 
of an online learning experience. It provides a comprehensive theoretical model that can 
illuminate both online learning research and online teaching practice. It asserts that effective 


online learning happens by creating a community that promotes notable inquiry and profound 
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learning (Rovai, 2002; Thompson & MacDonald, 2005; Shea, 2006). As such is not a minor 


challenge in the online learning environment. 


Figure 2. 


The Community of Inquiry Framework 
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The Col model comprises cognitive presence, social presence, and teaching presence 
as shown below in Figure 1. At the core of the overlap of these components was a profound 
and meaningful educational experience. The objective of this model is to determine, explain, 
and assess the components of a collaborative and valuable learning experience (Garrison, 
Anderson, & Archer, 2010). As Col contends, learning experience is defined by how 
cognitive presence, social presence, and teaching presence extend over and work adjacent to 
each other. This model supports online learning as active learning environments reliant on 
the collaboration of educators and learners. The “presence” is a social aspect and exhibits 
itself through interplays among educators and learners. This model has become well-known 
for online learning that is highly interactive among educators and learners using 
videoconferencing, wikis, blogs, and discussion boards (Picciano, 2017). For a better 
comprehension of these interactions, it is crucial to have a close examination of each of the 
presences that the model is composed of. Significant effort has been exerted on examining 
each of the three presences within the Col framework. These three elements have been 


confirmed to be relatively well-built. Still, there have been refinements. After publishing 
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articles about the framework, the center and vocabulary changed to a more comprehensive 


perspective of online learning (Garrison, Anderson, & Archer, 2010). 
3. Methodology 


3.1. Research Design 


This study employed quantitative research as it summarizes results numerically while 
descriptive survey research was adopted as the primary approach in examining the data. 
Descriptive-survey research as described by Lodico, et al. (2006), intends to report behaviors 
and collate people’s discernment, beliefs, perspectives, and views regarding a prevailing 
issue in education. These reports are organized by stating the number of persons in each 


response. 


A survey or questionnaire is the principal instrument utilized to collect information in 
descriptive-survey research. Specifically, a one-shot survey design was adopted. In using this 
approach, questionnaires are sent to respondents at one particular period of time to collect 
their perceptions about a present problem or issue. Common responses to the questionnaire 
are quantitative and were collated quantitatively. The sample is chosen from the population 
to enable its conclusions to infer broader applicability (Lodico, et al., 2006). Analyzing the 
learning environment with the treatment of quantitative perceptual instruments is more 
beneficial than other types of evaluation (Fraser & Fisher, 1994; Fraser & Walberg, 1995). 
Some of its advantages include, but are not limited to being more cost-effective, experiential, 
has combined observations, determinants of student behaviors, and consider more differences 


in student learning. 
3.2. Participants and Data Gathering 


The study was conducted at Laguna State Polytechnic University-San Pablo City 
Campus (LSPU-SPCC). The questionnaire was administered among the fourth-year students 
enlisted under the College of Teacher Education during the Ist semester of Academic Year 
2021 — 2022 with the courses Bachelor of Science in Secondary Education (BSED), Bachelor 
of Elementary Education (BEED), Bachelor of Physical Education (BPED), Bachelor of 
Technology and Livelihood Education (BTLED, and Bachelor of Technical Vocational 
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Teacher Education (BTVTED). These students are taking their field study in the Ist semester 


and internship in the 2nd semester. 


The questionnaire was encoded to Google forms and e-mailed to respondents’ 
institutional email accounts. All fourth-year students in the College of Teacher Education 
were targeted as respondents but due to poor internet connections in some locations, only 106 
students or 39.7% of the population were retrieved. The responses were downloaded as CSV 


file and converted to Microsoft Excel file for further statistical analysis. 


The BSED has the most number of respondents with 125 students followed by 50 
BPED, 49 BTVTED, 40 BEED, and 11 BTLED students. 


3.3. Research Instrument 


The questionnaire is the primary instrument used to obtain data in a one-shot survey 
design. The survey was administered within a month from September to October 2021. The 
questionnaire is divided into three sections. The first section collects the demographic 
information of the respondents including age, sex, year level, course, and latest general 
weighted average (GWA). The second section is a modified 35-item Online Learning 
Environment Survey (OLLES) that gathers the perception of the respondents on their online 
learning environment. The last section is the Community of Inquiry (Col) survey that 
accumulates the perception of the learners regarding their educational experiences by 


exploring the interplay of the three presences. 


At the end of the 20" century and the beginning of the 21* century, there has been a 
concentration on creating instruments that measure the learning environments in online 
education (Clayton, 2007). The OLLES captures the learners' perception of the e-learning 
environment. The modified 35-item OLLES comprise the seven (7) scales recognized as 
Student Collaboration (SC), Computer Competence (CC) Active Learning (AL), Teacher 
Support (TS), Information Design and Appeal (ID), Material Environment (ME), and 
Reflective Thinking (RT). Each scales contain five (5) items in the instrument. These scales 


are described as follows: 


1. Computer Competence (CC). The extent to which the learner feels satisfied and 


convenient in operating computers in the e-learning environment. On this scale, the 
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perception of learners on their ability to work on their computers as a means to 
communicate with others and obtain information is investigated. 

Material Environment (ME). The extent to which the computer hardware and software 
are adaptable and easily operated. 

Student Collaboration (SC). The extent to which learners operate unitedly, know, help, 
support, and are cooperative with each other. On this scale, the perception of learners on 
their opportunities to cooperate, exchange information, and engage in collaboration is 
examined. 

Teacher Support (TS). The extent to which the teacher facilitates learners in their 
learning and presents delicate, continuing, and reassuring support. On this scale, the 
perception of the learners on the guidance, confidence, and assistance offered by the 
teacher is reviewed. 

Active Learning (AL). The extent to which the computer exercises assist learners in 
their learning and provide continuing and appropriate feedback. 

Information Design and Appeal (ID). The extent to which course materials are clear, 
engaging and presentable to the student. 

Reflective Thinking (RT). The extent to which reflective activities are supported and 


how students appreciated learning and engaging in the e-learning environment. 


The internal consistency of OLLES, as affirmed by Cronbach Alpha coefficients in 


the validation conducted by Clayton (2007), all above 0.75, is considered acceptable. He 


asserted that the instrument was valid and reliable to explore techniques that enhance the 


online learning environment. 


The last section of the questionnaire is the Col Survey. It is designed and validated by 


Arbaugh, et al. (2008). The Col framework observes the online learning experience because 


of the interrelations of social, teaching, and cognitive presence. The three presences are 


described as follows: 


1. 


Social presence. The extent to which learners feel socially and emotionally associated 


with others in an e-learning environment. 
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2. Teaching presence. The plan, implementation, and control of cognitive and social 
methods for the achievement of individually meaningful and educationally valuable 
learning outcomes. 

3. Cognitive presence. The degree to which learners can create and verify meaning through 


supported reflection and discussion. 


The Col survey presents a reliable tool for the occurrence of a community of inquiry 
that measures the social, teaching, and cognitive presence in online learning environments. It 
is an instrument consisting of consensual and statistically validated items that operationalize 
the notions in the CoI model. This may be adopted for the continued clarification of ideas in 
the framework. It may also be utilized for useful applications or to assess an online 


community of inquiry once implemented (Arbaugh, et al., 2008). 


4. Findings and Discussion 


Table 1 


Students’ Perception on Online Education In Terms Of Collaboration 


Indicator Mean SD Interpretation 
1 Icommunicate regularly with other students in this course. 3.84 1.08 Often 
2 Ioften ask other students for help in activities we are doing. 3.51 1.08 Often 
3 Other students provide feedback on activities I have done. 3.27 1.07 Sometimes 
4 I share resources and information with other students. 3.92 1.02 Often 
5 Other students share resources and information with me. 3.70 1.05 Often 
Over-all mean 3.65 1.06 Often 


Legend: 4.50-5.0 - always, 3.50-4.49 - often, 2.50-3.49 - sometimes, 1.50-2.49 - seldom, 1.0-1.49 - never 


It is shown in Table 1 that indicator 4 has the highest mean (M=3.92, SD=1.02), 
interpreted as “often”. Indicator 3 has the lowest mean (M=3.27, SD=1.07), interpreted as 
"sometimes". Generally, the respondents perceived collaboration in an online learning 


environment as “often” (M=3.65, SD=1.06). 


Based from the results, learners often use personal and class communication devices 
in their online courses. Learners converse favorably with other learners in the course and 


acknowledge other learners who constantly communicate with them. This communication 
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happens to dispense information and resources. Learners ask their classmates for help in 
achieving particular tasks. They are moderately willing to give feedback to other students 
regarding activities undertaken. The results also indicate that learners work unitedly to help 
and support each other and are often cooperative. They recognized the chances to cooperate, 
exchange information, and engage in collaboration. Accordingly, Haythornthwaite (2006) 
expanded the extent of collaboration from learning about content to a broader context of 
confidence in groups, the growth of an online knowledge community, and the elevation of 
collaborative practices. Since collaboration can intend many things, educators are prompted 
to examine the kind of collaboration they are designing and plan accordingly, considering the 


facilities and difficulties of the online learning environment. 


Table 2 


Students’ Perception on Online Education In Terms Of Computer Competence 


Indicator Mean SD Interpretation 
1 Iam confident and competent using a computer. 3.77 .939 Often 
I am confident in using the World Wide Web to search for 3.91 879 Often 
information. 
3 Iam able to reconnect to the network if anything goes wrong. 3.86 .930 Often 
4 Ifnecessary, I can select and print documents from the Internet. 3.71 1.12 Often 
5 If necessary, I can electronically store information on my 


computer or disk. 3.82 1.07 Often 


Over-all mean 3.81 0.987 Often 
Legend: 4.50-5.0 - always, 3.50-4.49 - often, 2.50-3.49 - sometimes, 1.50-2.49 - seldom, 1.0-1.49 - never 


Table 2 reflects that indicator 2 has the highest mean (M=3.91, SD=.879), which is 
interpreted as “often.” Indicator 4 has the lowest mean (M=3.71, SD=1.12) equivalent to 
"often". Overall, the respondents perceived computer competence in an online learning 


environment as “often” (M=3.81, SD=0.987). 


The result shows that learners perceived they were technologically capable of 
engaging sufficiently in the online learning environment. They were positive and skilled in 
using computers, and in searching, recovering, saving, and managing information from the 
web. It is evident from the result that learners utilize computers to communicate with others 
and to obtain information. They feel satisfied and appreciate the use of computers in the 
online learning environment. Learners perceived they can operate their computers 


conveniently in the e-learning environment. 
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The study of Meiselwitz and Trajkovski (2006) noted that expertise and skills similar 
to simple electronic communication and basic internet knowledge are adequate to improve a 
user’s view of higher system usability and higher learning outcomes. Similarly, students do 
not need advanced computer competence or knowledge about web applications to increase 


regard of high system usability or high learning outcomes. 


Table 3 


Students’ Perception on Online Education In Terms Of Active Learning 


Indicator Mean SD Interpretation 
1 The feedback I receive from activities / quizzes is meaningful. 4.10 1.05 Often 
2 The feedback from activities / quizzes helps me to locate where Al 1.04 Often 
Iam having difficulties. 
3 I am motivated by the responses I get from the activities / 3.99 1.05 Often 
quizzes included in this course. 
4 The activities / quizzes provided in the course enhance my 412 1.04 Often 
learning. 
5 The responses to the activities help me understand where I am 4.08 1.01 Often 
having difficulty. 
Over-all mean 4.08 1.03 Often 


Legend: 4.50-5.0 - always, 3.50-4.49 - often, 2.50-3.49 - sometimes, 1.50-2.49 - seldom, 1.0-1.49 - never 


It is exhibited in Table 3 that indicator 4 has the highest mean (M=4.12, SD=1.04) 
while indicator 3 has the lowest mean (M=3.99, SD=1.05) which are both interpreted as 
"often". The general perception of the respondents on the active learning in an online 


learning environment was “often” (M=4.08, SD=1.03). 


The result implies that learners acknowledge the significance of feedback formed in 
an online learning environment. Feedbacks prompted them to ponder on learning activities 
and increase their comprehension of the materials presented. It is reflected in the result that 
the online learning environment supports learners in education and renders proper feedback. 
Accordingly, Cummings, et al. (2017) suggested that learners must be involved in active 
learning opportunities to make them feel associated with the class and not just inactive 
observers. Active learning requires educators to be more student-centered in the methods of 
teaching and learning that they employ. More than ever, both in K-12 and higher education, 


active learning strategies are appropriated to equip digital-age students. 
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Table 4 


Students’ Perception on Online Education In Terms Of Teacher Support 


Indicator Mean SD Interpretation 
1 The teacher encourages my participation. 3.93 .979 Often 
2 The teacher responds promptly to my queries. 3.92 947 Often 
3 The feedback I receive from my teacher helps me identify the All 929 Often 
things I do not understand. 

4 The teacher addresses group queries promptly 3.99 845 Often 
5 The teacher participates regularly in group discussions. 4.11 876 Often 

Over-all mean 4.01 0.92 Often 


Legend: 4.50-5.0 - always, 3.50-4.49 - often, 2.50-3.49 - sometimes, 1.50-2.49 - seldom, 1.0-1.49 - never 


It is displayed in Table 4 that indicator 3 and 5 has the highest mean (M=4.11, 
SD=.929) and (M=4.11, SD=.876) respectively as it is interpreted as “often”. Indicator 2 has 
the lowest mean (M=3.92, SD=.947) as it is interpreted as "often". Collectively, the 
respondents perceived teacher support in an online learning environment as “often” (M=4.01, 


SD=0.92). 


The result implies that learners are satisfied with teacher communication in the 
course. They feel that the teacher actively supports group and individual participation and 
gives adequate guidance in the conduct of the course. Educators provide proper feedback to 
learners and are usually active participants and co-learners. It can be asserted based on the 
result that the teacher helps, befriends, trusts, and is interested in the students. The teacher 
facilitates students in their learning and renders responsive, continuous, and reassuring 


support. Learners appreciate the guidance, confidence, and support offered by the teacher. 


McPherson and Nunes (2004) discussed the significance of online teachers in the 
achievement of online learning. Online educators perform a vital role in e-learning since they 
are facilitators who are mainly in charge of the instruction and learners’ support. They 
concluded that educators must possess a relevant set of skills and attributes aside from 


mastery of the subject matter. 


It is summarized in Table 5 that indicator 4 has the highest mean (M=4.17, SD=.867) 
as it is interpreted as “often”. Indicator 2 has the lowest mean (M=4.02, SD=.905) as it is 
interpreted as "often". Overall, the respondents perceived information design and appeal in 


an online learning environment as “often” (M=4.07, SD=0.89). 
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Table 5 


Students’ Perception on Online Education In Terms Of Information Design and Appeal 


Indicator Mean SD Interpretation 
1 The choice of colours and style used in the text assisted my 4.03 889 Often 


being able to read clearly. 
2 The backgrounds used in tables and pages enhance the look of 
the material. 
3 The material shows originality and creativity in the layout. 4.05 888 Often 
4 I find the graphics (photos, images and graphs) used are 
appropriate to the text and helps me understand. an oot Sitat 
5 I find the graphics (photos, images and graphs) used are well 
designed and visually appealing. 
Over-all mean 4.07 0.89 Often 
Legend: 4.50-5.0 - always, 3.50-4.49 - often, 2.50-3.49 - sometimes, 1.50-2.49 - seldom, 1.0-1.49 - never 


4.02 905 Often 


4.08 912 Often 


The results reflected that learners considered the digital material displayed in the 
course was visually desirable. The color, style, and font for text and backgrounds assisted 
students in reading the material as it reduced screen glare and eye strain. The graphics 
applied in the course were recognized and helped students’ comprehension. The result 
affirmed that the class materials used in their online learning are enjoyable and visually 
captivating. It designates that course materials are comprehensive, engaging, and presentable 


to the learners. 


Clayton (2007) asserted that, in preparing digital materials, teachers should develop 
attractive materials for ease of study and grasp. These materials will involve learners, deepen 


their knowledge, and increase their fulfillment and accomplishment. 


Table 6 


Students’ Perception on Online Education In Terms Of Material Environment 
Indicator Mean SD Interpretation 
1 The instructions provided to use the tools within the site are 


; 3.94 .944 Often 

clear and precise. 

2 The software I use is suitable for participating fully in the 4.01 990 Often 
course. 

3 I am able to install the appropriate software needed to 3.87 906 Often 
participate in this course with ease. 

4 All software applications needed to participate in this course 3.94 1.01 Often 
are provided. 

5 There is little delay in opening and using the software 3.67 953 Often 


applications used in this course. 
Over-all mean 3.89 0.96 Often 
Legend: 4.50-5.0 - always, 3.50-4.49 - often, 2.50-3.49 - sometimes, 1.50-2.49 - seldom, 1.0-1.49 - never 
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It is indicated in Table 6 that indicator 2 has the highest mean (M=4.01, SD=.990) as 
it is interpreted as “often”. Indicator 5 has the lowest mean (M=3.67, SD=.953) as it is 
interpreted as "often". Overall, the respondents perceived the material environment in an 


online learning environment as “often” (M=3.89, SD=0.96). 


The result displays that learners considered they were in charge of their online 
learning environment. They obtained relevant support files to use software applications 
needed in the course. Learners have downloaded the proper software applications and 
installed them with minimal problems. The software applications did not create unnecessary 
loading on their computer processor. Learners have completed online learning activities with 
limited technical difficulties. It can be inferred from the result that the computer hardware 
and software are flexible and easily commanded. It reflects the adequacy and user- 


friendliness of the computer hardware and software. 


For Clayton (2007), teachers need to create a course with low computer usage 
applications whenever possible. It will guarantee that learners will not be discouraged by 


low response times from their computers. 


Table 7 
Students’ Perception on Online Education In Terms Of Reflective Thinking 
Indicator Mean SD Interpretation 
1 I find using the Internet for learning is stimulating. 3.82 .984 Often 
I have no problems accessing and going through the materials 3.56 895 Often 
on my own. 
3 I feel I am in control of my learning as I review the material 3.75 874 Often 
provided. 
4 Ifeelthe web based learning approach can substitute for, or 3.56 977 Often 
enhance the normal classroom approach. 
5 I feel I learn more in the online environment. 3.20 055 Often 
Over-all mean 3.58 0.96 Often 


Legend: 4.50-5.0 - always, 3.50-4.49 - often, 2.50-3.49 - sometimes, 1.50-2.49 - seldom, 1.0-1.49 - never 


It is detailed in Table 7 that indicator | has the highest mean (M=3.82, SD=.984) as it 
is interpreted as “often”. Indicator 5 has the lowest mean (M=3.20, SD=.055) as it is 
interpreted as "often". In a general sense, the respondents perceived reflective thinking in an 


online learning environment as “often” (M=3.58, SD=0.96). 
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The result exhibits that learners appreciated using computers and the internet for 
education. They liked using the internet to obtain knowledge and were incited and driven by 
their online course. Even though they were content with online learning, they still 
acknowledged the advantages of traditional learning modalities. The result shows that 
reflective activities are supported. Learners enjoyed studying and cooperating in the e- 


learning environment. 


In the study of Levin, He, & Robbins (2006), they concluded that learners reflected 
critically on the interplay of classroom management and instruction and realized that online 
discussions are operational tools for fostering crucial reflection about matters concerning 
classroom administration. Learners are satisfied with and can acquire knowledge in 
synchronous classes. However, adult learners should be given choices in discussion formats 


so they can engage in critical reflection. 


Table 8 


Students’ Perception on Educational Experience In Terms Of Social Presence 
Indicator Mean SD Interpretation 
1 Getting to know other course participants gave me a sense of 


belonging in the course. a8 an Apis 
2 I was able to form distinct impressions of some course 3.90 716 Agree 
participants. 
3 Online or web-based communication is an excellent medium 371 850 hee 
for social interaction. 
4 I felt comfortable conversing through the online medium. 3.70 .938 Agree 
5 I felt comfortable participating in the course discussions. 3.75 .937 Agree 
Over-all mean 3.80 0.85 Agree 


Legend: 4.5-5.0 — strongly agree, 3.50-4.49 — agree, 2.50-3.49 — neutral, 1.50-2.49 — disagree, 1.0-1.49 — 
strongly disagree 


It is presented in Table 8 that indicator 1 has the highest mean (M=3.95, SD=.809) as 
it is interpreted as “agree”. Indicator 4 has the lowest mean (M=3.70, SD=.938) as it is 


interpreted as "agree". On average, the respondents perceived social presence in their 


learning experience as “agree” (M=3.80, SD=0.85). 


Kear (2010) asserted that social presence illuminates aspects of online 
communication for learning. Communication environment and learner's behavior impact 


social presence. Furthermore, learning environments can influence how people act towards 
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one another. To increase social presence, communication systems for learning should be 


well-designed and used excellently. 


As the results revealed, the learners can socially and emotionally relate with others in 


an online learning environment. 


Table 9 


Students’ Perception on Educational Experience In Terms Of Teaching Presence 


Indicator Mean SD Interpretation 
1 The instructor clearly communicated important course topics. 4.24 .724 Agree 
The instructor clearly communicated important course goals. 4.25 744 Agree 


3 The instructor provided clear instructions on how to participate 


i : scene 4.22 .756 Agree 
in course learning activities. 

4 The instructor clearly communicated important due dates/time 4.25 769 Agree 
frames for learning activities. 

5 The instructor was helpful in identifying areas of agreement 4.21 700 ace 


and disagreement on course topics that helped me to learn. 
Over-all mean 4.23 0.74 Agree 
Legend: 4.5-5.0 — strongly agree, 3.50-4.49 — agree, 2.50-3.49 — neutral, 1.50-2.49 — disagree, 1.0-1.49 — 
strongly disagree 


It is shown in Table 9 that indicator 2 and indicator 4 have the highest mean (M=4.25, 
SD=.744) and (M=4.25, SD=769) respectively, as these are interpreted as “agree”. Indicator 
5 has the lowest mean (M=4.21, SD=.700) as it is interpreted as "agree". Overall, the 
respondents perceived teaching presence in their learning experience as “agree” (M=4.23, 


SD=0.74). 


Teaching presence is the plan, implementation, and management of cognitive and 
social processes to actualize meaningful and educationally valuable learning outcomes 


(Anderson, Rourke, Garrison & Archer, 2001). 


The study of Gurley (2018) asserts that educators who participated in prescribed 
training programs, like certification programs, are more positive in their capabilities to 
facilitate student learning in blended and online courses. Faculty development and mentoring 
programs capacitate educators to have appropriate teaching pedagogies and teaching 


presence behaviors, particularly in online learning environments. 


As reflected on the gathered data, the design, execution, and control of cognitive and 
social presences to achieve individually meaningful and educationally valuable learning 


outcomes duly are observed. 
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Table 10 
Students’ Perception on Educational Experience In Terms Of Cognitive Presence 
Indicator Mean SD Interpretation 
1 Problems posed increased my interest in course issues. 3.77 820 Agree 
2 Course activities piqued my curiosity. 3.82 802 Agree 
3 I felt motivated to explore content related questions. 3.92 .765 Agree 
4 I utilized a variety of information sources to explore problems 3.97 798 Agree 
posed in this course. 
5 Brainstorming and finding relevant information helped me 4.06 860 Kawi 


resolve content related questions. 

Over-all mean 3.91 0.81 Agree 
Legend: 4.5-5.0 — strongly agree, 3.50-4.49 — agree, 2.50-3.49 — neutral, 1.50-2.49 — disagree, 1.0-1.49 — 
strongly disagree 


It is exhibited in Table 10 that indicator 5 has the highest mean (M=4.06, SD=.860) 
as it is interpreted as “agree”. Indicator 1 has the lowest mean (M=3.77, SD=.820) as it is 
interpreted as "agree". In general terms, the respondents perceived social presence in their 


learning experience as “agree” (M=3.91, SD=0.81). 


Kilis & Yıldırım (2019) prescribed creating activities that apply to real-life and 
providing situations for these activities instead of purely factual knowledge. They also 
recommended a problem-based learning approach in devising activities to improve students’ 
reflections and critical thinking. It will assist them in inventing new knowledge or in 


deepening their existing consciousness. 


As indicated on the gathered data, learners can construct and validate meaning using 


supported reflection and discussion. 


Table 11 


Significant Relationship Between The Perception Of The Respondents On Online Education As An Active 
Learning Environment And Perception Of The Respondents On The Social Presence 


Social Presence 


r-value p-value Interpretation 
Student Collaboration 397" .000 Significant 
Computer Competence 354" .000 Significant 
Active Learning 684" .000 Significant 
Teacher Support 403" .000 Significant 
Information Design and Appeal 480" .000 Significant 
Material Environment 517 .000 Significant 
Reflective Thinking 588" .000 Significant 


Legend: ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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It is presented in Table 11 that Active Learning has the highest r-value (r-value=.684, 
p-value=.000) as it is interpreted as “significant”. Computer competence has the lowest r- 
value (r-value=.354, p-value=.000) as it is interpreted as "significant". Generally, there is a 
significant relationship between online learning environment and social presence. It implies 
that Student Collaboration, Computer Competence, Active Learning, Teacher Support, 
Information Design and Appeal, Material Environment, and Reflective Thinking has a 


significant correlation with Social Presence separately and collectively. 


Table 12 


Significant Relationship Between The Perception Of The Respondents On Online Education As An Active 
Learning Environment And Perception Of The Respondents On The Teaching Presence 


Teaching Presence 


r-value p-value Interpretation 
Student Collaboration 409" .000 Significant 
Computer Competence 317” .001 Significant 
Active Learning AST" .000 Significant 
Teacher Support 588 .000 Significant 
Information Design and Appeal 469" .000 Significant 
Material Environment 492" .000 Significant 
Reflective Thinking 451” .000 Significant 


Legend: ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 


It is presented in Table 12 that Teacher Support has the highest r-value (r-value=.588, 
p-value=.000) as it is interpreted as “significant”. Computer competence has the lowest r- 
value (r-value=.317, p-value=.001) as it is interpreted as "significant". Collectively, there is a 
significant relationship between online learning environment and teaching presence. It 
signifies that Student Collaboration, Computer Competence, Active Learning, Teacher 
Support, Information Design and Appeal, Material Environment, and Reflective Thinking 


significantly correlate with Teaching Presence individually and accumulatively. 


It is presented in Table 13 that Reflective Thinking has the highest r-value (r- 
value=.720, p-value=.000) as it is interpreted as “significant”. Computer Competence and 
Student Collaboration has the lowest r-value (r-value=.545, p-value=.000) as it is interpreted 


as "significant". Overall, there is a significant relationship between online learning 
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environment and cognitive presence. It denotes that Student Collaboration, Computer 
Competence, Active Learning, Teacher Support, Information Design and Appeal, Material 
Environment, and Reflective Thinking significantly correlate with Cognitive Presence 


independently and as a whole. 


Table 13 


Significant Relationship Between The Perception Of The Respondents On Online Education As An Active 
Learning Environment And Perception Of The Respondents On The Cognitive Presence 


Cognitive Presence 


r-value p-value Interpretation 
Student Collaboration 545” .000 Significant 
Computer Competence 545" .000 Significant 
Active Learning 628" .000 Significant 
Teacher Support 502" .000 Significant 
Information Design and Appeal 5719” .000 Significant 
Material Environment 642" .000 Significant 
Reflective Thinking 720" .000 Significant 


Legend: ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 


5. Conclusion 


With the current learning modalities, educational activities are not confined to text, 
print-based materials, time, or space anymore. Educators are driven to create suitable 
pedagogies to deal with digital ways of teaching and learning. The results of the study 
affirmed that learners probed by this study perceived the online learning environment as 
favorable. It is also duly affirmed by this study that learners view their learning experiences 
during the new normal as meaningful and collaborative-constructivist. It is therefore 
necessary to consider the integration of social presence, teaching presence, and cognitive 


presence to achieve that kind of learning experience. 


It is believed the present study is valuable to school administrators, educators, 
learners, future researchers, and all those concerned with educational policy. Its timeliness 
and relevance can offer vital contributions to teaching, learning, and research. In reference to 
delivering a collaborative-constructivist learning experience among learners, the following 


recommendations are set-forth: 
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Educators should include activities that encourage collaboration. These activities will 
promote a spirit of community and belongingness that may boost student motivation and 
lessen drop-out. Educators should specify the technical skills needed to engage in the course. 
It will assure students will not be discouraged from performing tasks that are beyond their 
technical competency. It will increase a sense of command in their learning environment that 
will build fulfilment. Educators need to create activities that provide essential feedback to 
learners, enriching their knowledge, and improving student gratification and 
accomplishment. Educators should frequently communicate with their students and offer 
precise feedback when needed. These may help increase student participation and success. 
Educators should ensure communication activities to imbibe a sense of belongingness and 


community. It conceivably enhances student well-being. 


Finally, several significant limitations should be a concern. First, a small sample of 
learners served as the respondents of this study. Further studies about the matter may also be 
conducted using a combination of quantitative approach and qualitative approach. Lastly, 
future researchers may also explore other areas affected by learners' online learning 


environment. 
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